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Conclusion
I hope to find that upon making comparisons between 
demographics of the authors, the claims made will be  
significant. 
Aim
Objective
• To gather accurate information about authors who 
have published their article and determine how the 
demographics affect the transparency of the code and 
data. 
• A peer reviewed journal article itself 
does not prove that the code is truly 
reproducible.3
• Transparency is crucial
Expectations
• To be able to use the demographics and make 
claims/comparisons in order to answer the following 
question:
“How do different institutions, regions, a person’s job, and 
their tenure affect the availability of code and data for 
their article?"
Subsidiary Questions
1. Which institutions did the researchers earn a degree 
from?
2. How many years of research experience do the 
authors have in their current position?
3. Were articles with corresponding authors in the US 
more or less likely to include any kind of source code 
than authors not in the US?  
Method
Procedure
To answer my research question I first had to work on a 
spreadsheet that had been filled out beforehand. The 
spreadsheet has 878 authors from 306 articles but I only 
focused on 299 of those who were corresponding 
authors. 
My task was to verify the demographics to make sure that 
the data was accurate.  To do so I googled each author in 
search for a page with their education and work 
information such as a LinkedIn. I made sure to updated 
the information on the spreadsheet if it hadn't been done 
so already. The demographics collected for each author 
were: Corresponding Author, Current Position, Time in 
Position, Current Institution, Affiliation, and Geographic 
Information.
After collecting the data, I had to learn the basics to 
Python, R, and SQL. What I plan to do now is to use SQL 
to select certain information from the spreadsheet in 
order to export charts using R. These visuals will make it 
easier to make claims. 
Software
• R = a language and environment for statistical 
computing and graphics.4
• Allows us to input the data and receive 
graph
• SQL = is the standard language for relational database 
management systems.5
• Used to communicate with a database
Preliminary Results
This figure above6 was taken from google images and downloaded from the 
internet. It is a representation of how the pie chart is expected to look. I will take 
the authors with corresponding authors and who provides at least some code to 
make a claim of which countries have the most  researchers that are transparent 
with code and data. 
This line graph above7 is a representation of expectations of the relationship 
between Years of research in current position and Rate of code availability 
(ranging from no code to Link available). I expect that the longer the author’s 
research experience is, the more transparent they are with code and data since 
they have more experience and care more for their reputation. 
Background
Reproducibility and replicability are going through a crisis!
• Reproducibility, for computational experiments, means 
that an independent group can obtain the same results 
using artifacts which are developed independently.1
(Different team, different experimental setup)
• Replicability means that an independent group can obtain 
the same result using the author’s own artifacts.1
(Different team, same experimental setup)
• Repeatability means that a researcher can reliably repeat 
his/her own computation.1                                                              
(Same Team, same experimental setup)
• Concerns increased due to an argument that most 
published results may be false positive. 
• About 70% of researchers have failed to 
reproduce someone else’s experiment and 
about half failed to reproduce their own 
experiments.2
• Researchers in all fields are depending more on software 
to analyze results. 
• The replicability of code is becoming more 
crucial! 
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